DOCKET

Of the Lincoln Circuit Court
NOVEMBER TERM, 1912,

Wednesday. Third Day
1—Commonwealth vs W, J. Edmis-
ton, Ne. 1.

2—same vs same No. 2.

#—anve vs Will Lee.

4—same ve Coleman Traylor ete,
&—same vs John Henry

f—enme ve E. Brown ete.

7 -same vs K. Brown,

B—same vi J. E. Portman
D—same ve William Murray
10—same va Thos. Hicks ete,
11—samwe va Dave Hicks

12—same vs Londo Dowell
13—same Anderson Carr, Jr. No. 1
14—same vs same No. 2

15—aame vs Josh Wilson.
16—same vs (. C. Lutes No. 1.
17—same vs same No, 2,
1R—anme va nama No, 3
19—same vs Sam O, Hocker
20—same vs Mat Reed. No. 1
21—same vs same No. 2
22—same vs Chas. Baughman No. 1
23—same va same. No, 2
24—same vs William Murray No. 1
25—aame vs Arch Baylor
26—same vs John Hayes
97—same vs Andv Qeisler.
28—same vs Geo. Wells
20—same vs Penn Williams
80—same vs Geo, Settles No, 1
31—same vs same No. 2,
82 —same vs same No. 3.
83—aame vs same No. 3
83—same vs International Farves-

ler Co.
Thursday Fourth Dav

1—Commonwealth vs Chas Woot.
en, No. 1
2—same vs same No, 2
A—sume vs Allen Walker.
vs W. M. Tinsley
vs Ularence Sipples No 1
vs same No. 2
vs Will Schooler
vs Jas, Davis
vs John Conk No. 1
ve same No. 2
vs Mat Reed, No. 3
vs same No. 4
vs Quinnie Fredrick
vs L. F. Smith No, 1
Vs sume No. 2
vs same No. 3
vs Tine Jordan No. 1
vs same No. 2
vs James Reid
vs E Brown No. 3
v Alex Johnson
ve Luther Brown ete.
va Thos, Chappell
vs John Lane.
vs Tol Burlesson No, 1
ve same No. 2
va same No, 3
vs same No. 4
20— same vs same No. §
80-—8ame vs Thos, Chancellor No. 1
31— same vs same No, 2
32—same vs William Murray No. 2
83—same vs Mrs. William Murray
No. 1
34—snme vs same No. 2
h—same vs Vera Bims, No, 1
Af--same vs sume No. 2.
47 —sume vs same No, 3
AR—same vs same No. 4
M—same vs Flmer Gastineau
40—=ame vs Fred Cartis
41—same vs Fd Patterson
42—sume vs Mose Berry etfo.
42 —same vs B, P. Martin
43 —snwe vs William Lewis
45— snmwe va Willinm Rout
46— same vs Pattie Adams

Ordinary Oid, Monday First Day

1—GQlass and Johnsonm vs J. G.
2—A. Harton vs J. U. Hurtzog.
d—Richard Foley vs Irn Logan,
4—B.D. Holtzelaw vs. Wm.Cordier
65—W. (. Shanks vs City of Stan-
ford, Ky,
G—Crub Orchard Baunk. Co. vs A
. Dunn.
7—Jus. MeCormack vs CJ. Sipple
8—D.C. Burchiield vs Jas. Holman
#—Krueger & Son vs Lineoln Co.
10—F. M. Hines vs W, M. Ineram.
11—Tusearora PFertiliger Co. vs J.
- “.- Acey.
12—Bastin_ Telephone Co vs Cum-
berland Teleprone Co.
13—Hall Anderson vs J.L.Carpenter
14—J. W. Gooch by ete. vs C. N, O,
& T. P. Ry Co
15—J. T. Edwards ete vs T. B. Ed-
ward.- ele
16— Leonard Kranz vs F. M. Ware.
17 L. G. Gooch & Bou vs Hundley

Dishou. _
18—J. R. Russell vs F. Schuitxlor.
19 —Oliver Typewriter Co, vs C,

aler,
20—8. A. Middleton vs WLP, Logan.
21—0Ora Brackett vs Modern Broth-
of America.
20—@G. T. Proctor vs W. U, Tele-

graph Co. : C
23—0.0.8Bpeaks vs City of Stanford
24—Julin Lockowitz vs A. Ronuker.
a6-—J. A. Robinson vs L. & N. R. Co.
ag—M. H, Moore vs Geo Statum.
a7— table Bank & Trust Co, vs

and Dishon, _
28—Lula McAninch vs AML.S. Russell
20—W, H. Traylor's exor vs Ash-
&

House.
”—I.-'g- V. SBowder vs E. L. Sowder.
a1—H. B. Kidwell otc vs L. & N.
Padgett vx N0, & T.P.
Adams va J. C. Cummins,
Brock,

30

1-<T, W, Jones vs L. & N, Co.

2—Annie Bell va same.

3--Hamburg-Bremen Fire Ins. Co.
vs W, 8 Fish ote.

4-Citizsn Bank of Rogersville,
Teon., v& Clay R. Coleman ete.
H—Btate Bank & Trust Co, vs M.
Taylor ete.

G-—Joseph ScMoschter vs CNO &
TP Railroad Co.
T—W., E. Perkins vs and
Maeck Fisher,

B—8ecurity Mutual Life Ins, Co,
ve (. D. Florence gdn.

P, L. Carter vs G, W. Koger.

10—Crab Orchard Banking Co.
Lamar Thompson ete,

1l-<8ame vs E. L. Sowder ete .

p-ﬂluhe Fertilizer Co. ws J. L
Baugh.

13—W. F. Praneis vs CNO & TP Co

144, T. Butler vs same.

15—~White Concentrated Water &
Salts Co. vs R, €. White.

110—J. H. Pritchett ete  vs« J. Al
Tuecker.

17—W. H. Travlor's exor vs
Traylor,

E. 8.

U, 8.

EQUITY APPEARANCES

Wednesday—Third Day
I—Nichols & Shepherd Co. vs B.
. Russell.

Y—PBurbura A, Fauleonberry
Henry Faulconberry,
d3,—S8ylvester Newton ete vs Mar-
garef Newton ete.
4—Martha Hubble vs Dink Hubble.
h=J, A, Givens ve J. L. Beck.
6— Mattie V. Kirby vs City of
Stanford ete.
7—ity of Stanford vs J. M. Phil-
lins ete.
B--J. G. Hendrickson ve Mary F,
Hendrickson.
of
D.

#-J. 4. Carpenter City
Stanford,
10—8B. A
Sprinkles.
11 —John Newell vs Ethel Newell
12—Wavnesburg Deposit Bank
. A, Richards ete,
15—W.B. Hubble gdn vs Ethel Cam-
den ete,
14—1dn Hopkins vs Geo. Hopkins,
17—8, M. Owens vs W, B. Goode.
16—J. R. Edmiston vs Albert Fish.
17— Citizens Trust  Co, Jefferson-
ville, Ind., vs J. W, Guest ele,
18—W. L. MeCarty gdn  vs  Alice
Land ele,
19—Mattie Lee ve Thos. Lee.
—Mary E. Disch vs Conrud Disch
21—F. 0, Gooch vs Mary A Wallace
22— JInstine Goode vs Ruth Goode.
23 Burton S, 1 va The Columbia
Trst Co.
2——Robert Hubble vs Walker Hub-
hle.

Vs

Kennedy Ww.

Vs

Vs

OLD—EQUITY

1—M. V., Sigler admx vs J. D. Bu-
chunan admx,

2—J. T. Leavell gdn vs Allie M
Powell ote.

3—Malinda IHavs vs John Gray.
—I11. J. MeRoberts vs J.8, Jock-
misn.

S—d 1L Carter v Wm. Martin.
W, L. Weller & Son vs  John
Curoenter,

76 W. Singleton vs TLIL Logan

S Martiy MeCormaeck vs  Kate
‘fn"h-

O—'hns. Heed vs Anme Davton.

10—N, B, Hays vs Gale Brackett,

11-—=J. M. Phillips vs Joe Upthegrove

12—7T. (). Loveland vs F. M, Ware.

13=M. V Sigler v Wi, Cole

14—Fannie Hutehison vs Ruth Jones

15—Farmers Home Ins Co. vs E. F.

Bailevy ete.

16—J. It. Edmiston vs 8, M. Holmes

17— Annie Landy vs Riffe & Jones,

18—J. M. Phillips vs Wm, Lackey.

19—Annie Napier vs Hendley Na.

pier, ele.

20~ 1. 8. Fideliy & Guaranty Co.

ve W, J. Edwmiston.

21— M. Lipps hrs. vs D M. Lipps

hear=.

29 A (. Thompson ete vs Berry

Howard,

23—F. I, Bishop vs Josinh Bishop,

admr.

24— 1. F. Hozelwood va W.N. Lane.

25 J 0, Lan- vs J. F. Hazelwood.

2¢—S8itate Bank & Trust Co.vs Dud-

ley Reed.

27— W, I, Ramsey vs H. H. Logan.
28—W.B. Bryvan va E. Totten &e.
20—Witlow Springs Distilling Co.

va M. L. Goode.
G0--Moses Stuart’s hrs vs
Stuart s hes. _
31— Mattie Yocum vs €. O, Smith,
J2—J. R, Cook vs E, J. Joslin ete.
43—, W. Shelton vs Geo, Hopkins.
34— Geo. Burton ete vs Jas Burton.
35— Thos. Johuston vs F. Dishon.
Cnar Seott & Co.. vs W. R.
Dillion,
47—M. P. Peacock vs Cora Russell.
9 Mary Grant ve Aaron Graot,
#0— John Juckson vs Rieh Wilson.
40--Annie Stoner ve Robt. Sroner.
41-0i. W. Carter ete vs Lincoln
County.
42-—Jennie Carpenter vs Dovie Car-
penter.
43—Centrnl Ky, Carrioge Co, vs W.
P, Kineaid,
44—J. 1. Cose Threshing Machine
Co vs (. A. Moore ele.
—Lipeoln Co, Fisenl Court vs
Hustonville & Coffey’'s Mill Pike.
46—Ben Faunleoner vs J.C, Cummins
47— E. T, Beudtey vs Jas Burton ste
43— Rullie Adams vs G, M, Adams.
40—Jas Foster vs Susie Foster.
50— Julin A.Owsley va W.W. Owsley
B51—Joe Givens hrs ve Joe Given hrs
62—FEd Alvorn adm ve Evvline Arm.

sirong ele.
$3—B. 0. Tavler vg King's Mtn,
c‘
u—a.ﬂr.m-.mm

Moses

- ¥

A5—John Petrey va (eo. Petrey

56-—Modern Brotherhood of Ameri.
ea va J. F. Grabbs

57 —Cathern Hodee vs Frank Hodge

58~M. C. Delk adm vs Geo. Estes

ele

50—Willis Logan vs John Varnon

C0—W, M. Massey vs H. Flovd

81—Thos Ferrill's adm vs Thos
Ferrills hrs.

fi2—Citizens Bank of Brodhead vs
J. H. Dickey ete

83—Citirens Bank  of Neptune vs
4. H, Hutehison,

64 Crab Orehard Banking Co., vs
Belle V. Dunn.

t3—-Farnest Gibson vs Malisaa Gib
s0n.

66 John Johnston vs I'. L, Elam.

07—W. C, Pettns ete vs L. A, Pel
tus, ete

68— Catherine Warren's hrs va Mary
Warren ete,

80—B. 3. Gover vz Bettir Williams.

70—Minnie Weaver va Willis Weav-

er.

71— H. Wade's hrs vs H Wade's
hrs.

72—Marv Pailey va Chas. Bailev

73—Alfrad Penea ote vs Mary 8.
Warref”

74 8. M. Owengz vs Trustees McKin-
ney Graded School.

75—W. P. Buchanan vs Alice Land
ete

Th—Lounisville Tin & Stove Co., vs
Garland Singleton.

77—J. Y. Robinson William
Lackey.

78—Lula Melnineh vs 1. M. Bell ete

79—, G. Boone vs Will Goodmnn.

80 —-W. L. Dishon adm vs L. D.
larney, No. 1

B1—same vs same No, 2

82 ~Lola Sowder vs Levi Sowder

83 —Larkin Wells v« Mary L. Car
ter.

84-—Arch S8canlan ve James Scanlan

fA5—J1. F. Robinson va Wess Pen.
man ete.

80—F. F. Bobbitt v& W. D. Ramsey.

87D, A. Pruitt ete vs C. G. Coker
ote,

88—J. N, Cash vs John Carrollton
ete.

89— (Chas. Robhins vs Geo. Fish.

90—Sabra P. Reid ete va J. D, Eads
ete,

01—Mary E. Ferrill vs Mary Jane
Ferrill

Hansford.. W. B.
Old Equity—66.
Harlan. Jav.
0ld Equity.—T72.
Swinebroad, 6. B.
0'd Ordinary— 30.
Stone. Geo.
Old Ordinary—10.
Shanks. W. H.
Ordinary. 4.
McRoberts P. M.
Old Equity—3 4 6 11 16 18 22 27
32 15 38 53 57 79 B0 B1 84 R7 BO.
Ordinary Old.—4 57 10 13 14 19
23 26 31 35.
Ordinary Appearance—8 15
Epuity Appearances 13
Alcorn, ). W. & K. 8.
Old Eaquity—8 20 34 52
Old Orvdinary—8 12 14
a7 48 30 40
Ovdinary Appearances 1 2 5 6 0
11 13 14,
Equity Anpearanees,—35 6,
Paxton, J. B.
Od Fanity—2 21 28 20 30 56
68 74 77 85 87,
0ld Ordinary

Vs

0ld

0
) ]

30 22
35

0y W

8717 21 22

29.

Ordinary Appearances— 7 10

1%

Equity Appearances—7 T0 12 2
Saunders J. N.

Old Equity.—9 12 23 31 30 43 73

76 78 92,

Old Ordinary--3 11 19 21 28 346.
Burch W. 8.

Md Eguity—1 7 33 41 45,

Old Ordinary 15 21 41 37
Bobbitt, F, F.

Old Eanity—1 2 3 27 46 48 49 70

82 83 H6.

Old Ordinary-—33 34,

Equity Appenrances-

Old Ordinary—8 14 32 38 39,

Ordinary Appearances 2 6,
Rawfings, J. W.

Old Ordinary.—186.

Ordinary Appearances 6.
Puryear. E. V.

Old Equity T4,

Old Ordinary—3.

OUrdinary Appearvances—=6.
Menefee. John

Equity Appearances.—4 13 24,
Maione.

. .

8 14 15

Equity Appearances—3.

Owsiey, J. 8.
Old Equity—0 50 61 66 87 00,
Old Ondinary—2.

Ordinary Appearances—1 3 12 16
Equity Apoearances—® 15 16 17
Hill. T. ).

Old Equity 17 24 25 20 68 60 71

Old Ordinary—18 24,
Fanity Appearances 9 22,

Old Eguity— 10 14 15 17 19 24
25 26 27 20 136 37 40 42 47 51 54 65
67 74 75 76 78 89 09,

Ordimery Old.—1 28 9 10 11 16
18 26 32,

Equily Appearances 11 18 20.

Bagby. C. C.
Old Equity—44
Fauity Appearances—1,
Ordinary Appesrances 4.
Tomlinsen, B. M.
0Oid Equity 50,
Old Ordinury, 20 28,
Williams C. C.
Old Equity—60 68,
Qld Ordinary.—9 18.

The question of adequate taxnlion
for the big corporations whieh do
business in Kentueky s receiving
considernble  attention just  now,
Justus oebel, o brother of Ken.
toeky's martyvred governor, i« mak
ing & fight to have the idens which
were fathered by hix brother, twelve
veurs ago—that of making the cor-
porations bear the ehiel burden of
tasation—earrvied  into effect now,
Mr., Goebel has written an opon let
ter to Gov, MeCreary, the other
stute offivials  and the people al
lavee, setting forth his views about
the matter. Gov, MeCreary has also
isuned n statement in regard o the
matter, both of which are given be
low :

October 31st, 1912,
To His Excelloncy, Governor James B

MoCreary; to all Administrative and

Leglalative ofMoers of the State and

to all cltizens of the Commonwealth

who are intereated In equal and uni
form tazation:

“Tell my friends to be brave and
fearless and loyal to the great com:
mon people.”

These last words of my assassinated
brother, William Goebel, have a sacred
significance to me and when In Sep
tember, 1909, | agaln commenced (o
take an active Interest In our State’s
affairs, It was not to gain political fa
vor, for there I8 no office | would
bhave; bul it was wilh hope and con
fdence that my work would, during
the administration of the present state
officers, open up amn opportunity for
Kentucky to take up Willlam Goebel's
work where the assasain's bullet had
interrupted it, and in that event every
department of our government would
glve thereto by volee and action most
positive, vigorous and loyal support.

Relief Must Come.

Necessity for action in the Interest
of the people has grown as years have
passed until It has developed Into what
18 today & crylng shame and from
which rellef must come.

Too long, altogether too long, has
there Dbeen unjust dlu:rlnlnnlloll
against the peopls, unjust and burden.
some i(axstion upon the people, as
compared with what has been required
to be pald by the blg corporations of
our State. Corporation lawyers have
boastingly sald the death of Willlam
Goebel was & benefit to the corpora.
tioms. If this was true, the question
is, bow much longer shall the people
be held In bondage because of his
death? :

God knows the corporations now
sulng the State have been able to pro-
cure (and the word procure ls used
advisedly) Immunity long enough from
paying their just share of the tazes.

A hundred million doliar Increase
In the value of corporation property
for tazation opens & mew era In the
State's affalrs, and has awakened the
people, and brought them to a reallza
tlon of what hug been done to them,
and there will be a further awaken
Ing, which will correct abuses equally
ns great as unequal taxation. A true
awakening of the people has cone,

and henceforth every man who would
hold office must be a progressive, and |
no imitation will satisfy them; they
will eweep uside and into oblivion as
old chafl any man who hesitates or
dares stand in the way of betterment
of conditions and improvement in ev

*| ery way for the whole people. [

Gross Undervaluation.

No one doubts, had Willlam Goe

bel been permitted to live, that whic b
was done last month by the Board of |
Valgation and Asessment would bave
been done more than a decade ago,
and to-day, instead of the large cor
porations fighting In the courts and
by ainister methods, endeavoring ‘o
perpetuate unjust and unequal taxa
tlon, to throttie the action of this
Btate Taxing Board, the first to act ful.
ly In the interest of the people, they
would long ago have been paylng Into
the State, county and city treasuries
their just proportionm of laxas.
It is very evident that In Ken
tucky, as in other States, big corpora:
tions will never pay & cent more of
taxes than they are made Lo pay.

Take the case of the C. & 0. R. R.
In 1611 this road, on its entire sys
tem in Kentucky, pald taxes on a to
tal valuation of omly $8.313,270, where
a8 the street rallway company of the
eity of Loulsville was made to pay on
a valustion of §10,800,000. The C. &
O. R. R. In 1901 pald taxes on a fran
ehise valuation of enly $2,171,189, and
fa 1911 on & valuation of only $12,743,
360, whereas the Board found theh
1912 ussessment should be 18,798,630
The C, XN O. & T. P. R. L in 1801
paid taxes on & franchise waluation
of only $3110,197, and In 1911 on @
valuation of only $3,669,320, whereas
the Board found their 1912 ussessment
should be $10,674,200. The ) C. In
1901 pald taxes on n franchise valus
tion of only $1,089,870, and In 1911 on
a valuation of only §$4,610,320, where
a8 the Board found thelr 191 nssess
ment should be §14,746,867, The L. &
N. R. R. In 1901 paid taxes on & fran-
chise valuatien of only $8,604,879, and
in 1911 on a valuation of only $11,
§99,200, wherean the Board found
thelr 1912 assessment should be 6,

| million

JUSTUS GOEBEL.

GOV. J. B M'CREARY.

Kentucky Delogates From State at Large to DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL
CONVENINON, BALTIMORE, JUNE, 1912

Board of Valuaflon and Adsessmert
based thelr 1912 sssessments on con-
vincing proof of valuea placed before
them, and the assessments are uni
formly just and falr, and of the more
than four hundred corporations as
sensed, only sevem have protested In
the courts, and these are among those
that have always proportionately paid
the least.

In the last twelve years the State,
counties and cities bave been robbed,
and the word robbed s the only word
that fts the case, of more jhan ten mil
lion dollars in taxes.

In the yeaurs from 1802 10 1911, I
clusive, a period of ten years, there
has been an average increase in the
franchise assessmors of the four larg
est rallroads of the State of only 1
per cent yearly, and this almost un
believable record of astonlshingly
small increases was made In the ten
best yeurs for earnings that the rall
roads of this country ever saw

The plevure here presented of the
previous inadequate franchise assess
ments I8 astounding, but when one ex |
amines into the sitaation regurdiug the
tangible assessments made by Hall
road (‘ommlissions of the properties of
six of the corporations now sulng the
State, the word “astounding”™ Is Inade
quate and must be here supplanted by
the word dumfounding to stale more
correctly what the tanighle assess
ment pleture actually presents.

Work is Delayed a Decads.

Take the case of the C. & O R R
and the records show that the tangibt |
propetty of thia company In lhﬂil
twenty Years ago, Wwas assessed a
$8.010.677. In 1911 notwithstanding
the extensions made In mileage o
road, double tracking of a vast system
acquiring much new real estate ane
probably more than doubling theh
equipment of engines and cars fhis
company's tangible property was as
sessed at only $6,270.270, or 21% per
cent less than in 1882, twenty years
WEO

In 1892 the market price of . & O,
stock was around 11 cents, and to-day
the stock of this company is selling|
at R G and the eapltal stock)
been Increased to one hundred
dollars. Further comment te
show that our state has 1 abbed
I« unpecssary. The tang'bls property
of the C.N.O. &ET. P R R wan an
wossod in 1911 for less than It wWas as
sessed lu 15000, and but little more than
in 1880, notwithstanding the great im
provements made by the company
The other rallroads have been similar
Iy inndequately assessed on thelr tangh
ble groperty for many years

In May, 1910, a prominent official of
one of the companies suing, stated that
the special interests had in years past
controlled the state's taxing boards,
and the records apparently prove he
told the truth in that instance. He
anlso stated that he would control the
present Board of Valuation and As
sessment, but in this be bas proven an
ignominious fallure,

Roard Acts For Pesple.

To date the people have won, and the
Board of Valuation and Assessment,
consisting of Henry M. Hoaworth
chuirman; Tom 8. Rhea and C. F
Crecelius, has fAnished s work o
1912, and, thank God, for once It has
acied in the Interest of the people.

Untll this year the Board of Valua
tlon and Assessment has been con
trolled In the interest of the big cor
poratigns by some hook or orook, eith
or friendship, political tavor rendered

ronts,

has

e

or to be rendered, bribery or Intimb
dation, but never before has the statn
county or clty been given what It was
rightfully entitled te

The eight suits that have been
brought agalnst the astate must be
fought through sll federal and state
courts, and are of vital importence Lo
our people. They involve for the state
$382,389, and for the county and eity
taxing districts $823.396, or & total,
anbually, of §1,206,785.

The rallroand cempanles, realizing
the magnitude of this fight and anx

- —

) Master Loﬁl Minds.

Among the master legal minds that
are already engaged in prepariog (he
defense of the sulng corporations are
Trabue, Dolan & Cox, of Louisville, fot
the 1llinols Central Rallroad Company;
Galvin & Galvin, of Cinclnnayl, for the
Cincinnatl, New Orleans & Texas Pa
elfic Rallroad Company; John T. Shel
by & Bon, of Lexington, for the Chess
peake & Ohio Rallroad Company. Ceol
Henry L. Stons, Helm Hruce, ¢ H

Moorman, R. A, Colston, of Louisviile,|

and Browder & Browder, of Hussell
ville, for the Loaleville & Nashville
Railroad Company; Beckham & Me
Quown, of Frankfort, and Krus,, Cas
satt & Cottle, of Cincinnatl, for the
South Covington & (incinnatl Strest
Railway Company and the [Unlon
Light, Heat and Power Company . Max

well, Ramsey & Graydon, of Cincinnati }!f

for the Adams EXpress Company and
for the Southern Express Company

In addition to this galaxy of
talent, the sulng ecorporalilons have o
vast army of husy workers who never
appear In the Hmellght or in the court
room, and they may be described as
research lawyers, accountants and
slatisticlans, who are a mighty sup
portive element to the men who will
present the cases and make the pleas
and arguments,

Without detracting one lota from
the splendid abllity and known loyalty
o the state’'s Interests possessed by
the attorney general, James Guarnett,
and his three assistants, the common
wealth's legal force, as compared with
that of the corporations
inadequate, Indeed; and when It I
taken Into conslderation that the at
torney general’s ofMee has o multl
plicity of cases and matiors of state
to fully employ thelr attention, and

that the present situation comes Injfiu

the nature of an emcrgency unfors
seen and unprecedented In the state's
history, the urgent necessity for
employment of other able lawyers ar
a supportive force to the attoruey get
eral becomes quite apparent

Ability, known loyalty to
and nesured freedom from corporation
taint should be the gauge 1o
in the selection of attorneys
in the defense of the state's Interest

the

LAl

Justus Goebel's Interost

My Interest In the work Ju
pleted by the bomrd waw A
from. and greater than, !
uny man in Kentucky or ol
even though he may have heen
nected with the work Love
state and love for and memory of my
nssassinated brother, whose
work constructed asd whose blood
stained the statutes which made It
possible 10 do what the Board of Valu
ation and Assessment has Just com
pleted, have compelled of me the sery
lee 1 have rendered in the matter, and
without official duty resting ou me, |
have given untiringly and almoest con
stantly more than five months of time
energy and study to these assesaments
in tha intarest of the state and 112 P
ple, to the excluslon of every other
interest—Dbusiness and personal

Therefore, with such an Interest and
with the knowledge that 1 huve gain
ed through my labors, | feel that | ar
qualified, amply qualified, to make at
appeal, In the name of the 400000 tax
payers of the state who furnish seven
elghts of the revenue for the state's
government, and who for many yeur
bave withstood the burden of unegua
tuxation, to the administrative and
legislative officera of the swate to sup
port the governor with anlimited

means for the neceswary defense ol
the people’s Interest and cuses
There wre men who have sald In
places that In the employment of At
torney John L. Rieh the state bad gone
far enough, but to such men | would
sy, “ls your only Interest the welfare
of the people, and have you proven
that there Is no other interest that is
greater with you than the people's i
terest?”
Every Citizen Interested.

We have been, and are, dealing ln
this with & matter which s vital to,
and affects the ecomforts of every

» Bo malter how humble, and the
pocketbook of every taxpayer In the
commoawealth, be he laborer, me
chanie, farmer, merchant or of any
olher rank or station. All bave their
interest In what we have been fAght
Ing for—more nearly equal taxation

ferent
where -
con

brain

legal | 1

must seem)

govern| |

of my|'

the correct atandard and In keepl
with the groatness and linportance
thess cases, which luvolve, mot oni
$1,206,788 this yeasr, but millions upw
milllons In years to come, and If the
assesaments are upheld, mean to this
generation and generations yet unbary
ia Kentucky, losser tax to pay, and 1o
the state adequate revenus for avery!
purpose of government, economicaily|
conducted.

“Most respectfully yours,

“JUSTUS GOEBEL"

The Governor's Statement

The Governar's stalement follow- -

“The lotter of Mr. Justus Goebel,
addressed to me and to all adminis.
teative and legislative  officers  of
the state, and to all citizens of the
Commonwenlth who are interested 1
eaun! and anilorm taxation, has beey
published generally  in the news
papers and contains valuable nfor.
mntiog and important sagwestions

“lle was present at the meeting
of the Board of Valustion and As
gesament, which orcupied about five
wonths and mast be wellinforme!
on the subjects 1o which he refers

“I'he Board of Valuation and A«
sossment, consisting  of Henry M
RHosworth's State Aunditor, Thoma
8. Rhon, State Troasurer, and O, V'
Crecelins, Secretary of State, dud
theie work well and faithfully,

“All persons who have made nra.
per investigation know that COrpor
ations in Kentucky have not been
paving therr Just proportion of* th,
and here has been unjust
and burdeasowe lnxabion upon the
peopile ne compnred with what has
heen required 1o be paid by the large
wl onr siate.
disermnnto
and beleve thot tasation shouwld W
uniform, and the cornarntions and
the peonle pssessed and taxed ju-tly
il Tanly

“In my messige (o the last Legis

1axes,

corpormtions
1 onm opposed 1o

lature, [ trr--]nrm'l-liu-d llu- hassare of
ohit nlis, nnd all wer
T IR exvept the publy
Wll, which gave the Gover.
or nuthorily to aoeint AN fasess

ment and valuntion commission to
do what the evisting Board of Valu.
Assen=ment has done: bt
ax the members of that board had
nol under former  adoomisteations
bewn artive, | had no knowledge that
the existing board would be active
il 1 was » warved by the member.
that they would do their duly and
be just and fair, and the publie un

Lies Indl was not passed.

“The exvting Board of Valualion
wiil Assescment based their 1912 as.
Fsslibefnl on r\nh'ml‘ ol I'lf' vialues
placed Iwlore them st great leneth,
d 1 am sure they have presentod

t they believe. alter careful ex
mntalion and eonvinemn
T

imprtant
I<I w

wtidities

ahiove ot

wl
]l‘lu-'. nle
and of
corpmral o

have protested

jH= and
s Bt four
p=npanipdd,
e
e

unsessments,;
Il.arnlll'wi
only ewgh
Courts,
ecight that have been
the State may
the Foderul and
wie of gren)
the peonde wnd the Stat
Thev mvalve for Lhe =140
st tour hiu il dollar
v, sl for the county and it
W disbinucts abonl et hand:
atid
il !
il de
ol the present
ewllevt

=il
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il
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volitested thro
tule
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colrts,
Tanee Lo
Lrea sitry

Ured thou

'1',|..Au.ll, or h s

o Bwe s

(N
olie U
I
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less Lhan o
wle’s  mdeedness

1. " "
lidgnions dotingy Wt

faxotion the
il sy

Liir

Wi
{1 reg

powertful i

ol

e exting
that important w
Ot il = nre resisl
twm of they Board of Vala
\ssessment and vadens
Ierpwtiiate taxation whick
thew own wdmissions show to be u
sl

g the oo
nbwon aud
phe | ET

abd nnegual,
“I0 the which huve
i their «ef
e Nlale uf "\-l'lluu'kl and tin
of the taxpavers should
defended i the courts by counsel in

every way well-equinped, and by all
the ste- '

Corpmarubian s
i=ttuted  suils  persist
furts, gl

[T In

L{huil may be peeded 10
w with the wany able
uttorneys who instituted the suits

| Ilunr petfect eonfidence i the
SMote s mileresis o Attorney Gen
eril Gurnett snd his three assistants
und also i sthe alde and well-eqmip
el ittemmey, Mr, Rieh, who, by res
est of the Attorney Oeneral, o
writing, 1 have enpdoved ; bt | will
he pleased to appoint another attor
ey, or two others, if the Attorney
Genoral, 1y writing, should ask me
to du so, us under the law, 1 cunnot
employ  counsel o represent  the
stinte without his request.
 USubsection 6 of sections 11215
tinrticle 2, page 218) of the Kentucky
Situles nrovides :

The Attorney General and his As
sistunts shall attend 1o sl fitgution
und business in or out of the state
redmred of him vr them under this
uel, or ogher existing law or laws
heveinafrer enucted, and alse any liti
etion or busines< that wny Stale of-
ficor may hauve in connsction with or
growing out of his official duty, and
o Ntate officer, board of trustees
or the head of any dapartment or i
stitution of the Stute shall have nus
thority to employe or to be repres
setitod by any other connsel or ut
turney nlhluw. unless un smergency
arises, which, in the opinion of the
Atorney Geneval, requires the eu
vloymest of other counsel, in order
to | protect the interest of
the (Commonweulth, in which event
the Attorney General shall. in writ:
ing setting forth reasons for such

(Continued vn Next Page.)
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